The "Planning Wheel" is an evolution of the original Systems Approach Model (SAM) that was introduced in 1986 by Murk and Galbraith. Unlike most current planning models, which are linear in design and concept, the Planning Wheel bridges the gap between linear and nonlinear processes. The "Program Planning Wheel" is designed to give community and economic developers and program planners a hands-on tool to start and stop at any point along a continuum. The Wheel, which combines the macrosystem and microsystem approaches to planning, highlights the following elements as the predominant components of the program planning process: evaluation and follow-up, educational process determinants, needs assessments, instructional planning, administrative and budget development, and program development and implementation. In addition, internal and external influences constantly revolve around the outer part of the Wheel, and each of the Wheel's main components has subdivisions providing key interrelated, independent models. The Planning Wheel's system approach may be used by administrators, instructors, trainers, and others to perform various planning-related tasks, including determining how to accomplish multiple tasks, determining how to keep ahead of the competition, and making the transition from program idea to program reality. (Contains 23 references) (MN) ******************************************************************************** Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original document. ******************************************************************************** Most current planning models are linear in design and concept. However, in practice contextual demands are not always linear. The Planning Wheel is a promising, new planning model. The Planning Wheel bridges the gap between linear and nonlinear processes and addresses these important forces. This model allows for the interaction and interdependence of six major components of the program planning process. Furthermore, the Planning Wheel provides a macro and micro systems approach. The model incorporates internal and external forces that influence new economic development by capturing political, social, cultural, technological, and economic forces of the marketplace. The Planning Wheel offers promises in application in a variety of environments and circumstances. For example, it is especially valuable for workforce training programs in emerging economies.
Introduction
Planning to empower an organization for maximum effectiveness in the global marketplace is of special importance to companies in transition countries, especially those with emerging economies. Brake et. al (1995) asserted, " We are in an era of global business--a one world market. The traditional orientation of companies working just within national boundaries is declining worldwide" (p.2). According to Venezuelan economist, Guillermo Cardoza (1996) , "Economic globalization and the rapid pace of technological change have dramatically altered the context for the intervention of developing countries into the world economy" (p.1). Phillip Kotler (1975) indicated, "The environment is changing too fast for any organization to just coast along each year hoping to do better without engaging in concrete analysis and planning" (p.237).
Adding value and quality to products and services in the global marketplace is a key function of program planning. Planning is another crucial "P" to add to the traditional "four P's": Price, Product, Place and Promotion. The need to design, develop, market, and implement successful product / programs will continue to expand rapidly into the next decade. Effective planning assesses needs and then brings together the humanpower, materials, and capital resources required to meet those needs. Creative planners often go where others fear, creating and developing a marketing niche --they innovate or perish! The Planning Wheel 3 During the coming years, the forces of politics, economics, technology, competition, and (organizational) culture will become major influences in developing countries for businesses, economic developers, and their clients. More often, linear and rigid models of planning seem inappropriate for some organizations. Planners have paid attention to either internal or external forces affecting their organizations, but not to both. Analyzing these factors is necessary to meet the competition's demands and to pursue a [lifelong] learning organization. "A Program Planning Wheel" is a newly developed planning construct, an evolution of the original Systems Approach Model (SAM). The new planning wheel highlights the concepts of evaluation and follow-up as central to all phases of program planning, irrespective of any linear starting point. The Wheel is designed to give developers and program planners the creativity to start and stop at any point along the Wheel, so that the entire planning process becomes a successful experience for all concerned.
"Planning [in management and organizations]," according to Koontz, O'Donnell, and Weihrich (1986) and updated by Weihrich and Koontz (1993) , merits an important definition:
"Selecting missions and objectives--and the strategies, policies, programs, and procedures for achieving them; decision making; and the selection of a course of action from among alternatives" (p. 717).
According to adult educators, Sork and Caffarella (1989) , "Planning refers to the process of determining the end to be pursued and the means employed to achieve them. In adult education, planning is a decision-making process and a set of related activities that produces educational program design specifications for one or more adult learners" (p.233). As these closely allied definitions suggest, the planning process of today--and in the future--is no longer an isolated series of activities but, rather, a complex set of procedures.
Cardoza (1996) added that this transformation from a series of activities to a complex set of procedures demands not only a new institutional set-up [paradigm], but,more importantly, the participation of highly skilled professionals to assure high rates of technical change. As Cardoza The Planning Wheel 4 (1996) indicated, "Innovate or perish, is the statement that best defines the present situation" (p.9).
Understanding that the planning process is no longer an isolated series of activities but a complex set of procedures is a first step. Planning is, then, an interactive process, a dialectic among organizers and constituents, much like power negotiations from the board room to the classroom. A major concern of planners, then, according to Cookson (1995) is how theories on program planning might benefit practitioners.
Historical Perspectives Cervero and Wilson (1994) categorized the various theoretical contributions as: * classical models * naturalistic (interpretive) models.
* critical theory models. Tyler's (1949) instructional planning approach serves as a basis for classical planning models.
Most classical models suggest a scientific approach to program planning, usually linear and sequential, and value context free as long as the planners follow the procedures carefully. Naturalistic (interpretive) models attempt to describe what actually happens. They tend to believe that reality is a changing dynamic that can only be understood through reflection of past experience(s). Adjustments then determine action (Merriam, 1993, p.48) .
From practice to theory is the guide for how planners should plan. Problem-solving is the method through which they activate programs or solve problems. The planners usually reflect on the context (Schon, 1983) and act on their best judgments as they find meaning through interpretation of their experiences from the context (Carr & Kemmis, 1986) , then incorporate the plan(s) into action. Critical theory models focus on the inequitable balances of power between those who mandate and plan educational and development programs, and those who participate in them.
The Planning Wheel 5 Most classical and naturalistic planning models comprise the following steps or sequential stages: 1) inputs of a learning needs assessment, 2) process directed to those needs, 3) outcome(s) that represents the learned behavior(s, 4) feedback in the form of an evaluation that proves the information necessary to repeat the programming cycle.
According to Cervero and Wilson (1994) , the classical and naturalistic models are incomplete and insufficient: they fail to consider program planning as a "political process" in which planners must negotiate with different sets and concerns of the stakeholders pertinent to any given program.
The authors also believed critical theory models emphasize such things as imbalances of power relations within the program (system) but seem weak on realistic applications for practice. Cervero and Wilson (1994) suggested that program planning is a participatory process. Planning empowers stakeholders to discover alternative realities through a give-and-take process of negotiated interests.
Commonalties of Program Planning Literature
Most traditional program-planning models for professional education, economic development, marketing and management are linear in design. An extensive review of the literature (Tyler, 1949; Houle, 1972; Knowles, 1970; Pennington & Green, 1976; Sork & Buskey, 1986; Koontz, O'Donnell & Weihrich 1986; and Weihrich & Koontz, 1993) After studying 50 training program models, Sork and Buskey (1986) found the same sequential steps in the planning process. Sork and Buskey asserted there was a lack of crossreferencing of models in the program planning literature for adult and continuing education and an absence of cumulative development of the models. Boone's (1985) review and analysis confirmed that the models seemed to follow the linear, sequential process of programming. Some models emphasized involvement on the part of the planners at the initial stages; others called for comprehensive involvement throughout the event or
program. Nearly all the models included an instructional design process with both an evaluation and accountability requirement. Kowalski (1988) proposed an integrated planning model composed of eleven steps which addressed some of the major forces impacting program outcomes. Both internal and external forces through an advisory committee represented various constituents and examined the internal and external restraints.
To understand the complex decision making of planning processes, one should study Sork and Caffarella's model (1989) analyze various assumptions about the considerations for planning programs. Chang (1995) reviewed the most recent program planning models from the literature, including Murk and Galbraith, 1986; Sork and Caffarella, 1989; Bennet and Rockwell 1994;  The Planning Wheel 7 Caffarella, 1994; and Cookson, 1995 . She concluded that "Most program planning theories and models in adult and continuing education suggested that planning is a complex and dynamic interplay of decision making [and negotiations], as opposed to a step-by-step deductive ordering.
It is the comprehension of all elements and considerations necessary for achieving a responsible program that contributes to successful outcome(s) for both planners and learners" (p. 29).
A Systems Approach
The Systems Approach Model (SAM) addresses the important components of a successful program planning process. SAM is an integrated nonlinear model developed by Murk and Galbraith in 1986 and expanded by Murk and Wells in 1988. SAM allows greater flexibility, practicality, and creativity than linear models. "SAM is recommended as a holistic approach to the overall program planning, and the teaching and learning process. As a planner, the model components are used as diagnostic instruments to assess learners' needs, to establish meaningful instructional objectives, to set up and properly administer a realistic budget, to ensue a logical agenda of activities, and to evaluate procedures appropriately" (Murk & Wells, 1988, p.4.7) .
SAM consists of five components that are dynamically interrelated, yet independent.
"However, for SAM to be successful, all five components must be used, although not in traditional linear fashion" (Murk & Wells, 1988, p. 45) . The five components of SAM are: 1) needs assessment, 2) instructional planning and development, 3) administration and budget development, 3) administration and budget development, 4) program implementation and the monitoring process, and 5) evaluation procedures.
(See Figure 1 Major Components of the Systems Approach Model) Murk and Galbraith (1986) noted that any of the five special components may be emphasized A recent study by Springer (1995) , indicated an inherent sequentially that occurs in the planning process for the "final version" of end products: "Final versions of activities (budgets, programs, and so on) cannot be determined until the required predecessor step is completed" 9 (pp. 52-53). However, in practice contextual demands may not always be sequential. They could follow one of these probable situations: a supervisor presents a special program to a planner and requests that it be implemented now, or a request is made for a program to be implemented "yesterday" to respond to a competitor's program. Based on these examples, planners cannot implement programs using Springer's model (p.53) without first developing a budget, finishing the instructional planning, and performing a needs assessment.
Further, since a needs assessment is a common first step in a linear designed model (based on the previous review of the literature as well as Springer's analytical comments), a program planner, in theory, would not be able to perform any task [in "final version "] that follows a needs assessment, until completing that step.
Another characteristic of a linear model is its natural tendency to follow a deductive problem solving process, also known as the scientific method (that is, identify the problem, propose alternative solutions, evaluate each, choose the best alternative, implement it, and follow up).
However, this type of process becomes reactionary; problem solvers identify a problem and attempt to make the problem go away. However, when a program planner is attempting to create instead of solve, the process is more proactionary. Bringing something into being (creating) requires a different cognitive method and process than eliminating or reducing something (problem solving). A systems approach provides a model to assist in this creative process (Murk & Galbraith, 1986) .
However, some situations truly indicate a need for a linear sequential planning model.
According to Weihrich and Koontz (1993) linear programming is very efficient and actually desired in a production shop where the variables are units of output per machine in a given time, directlabor costs, or material costs per unit of output. However, denying that inflation rates, importexport regulations, or the organizational environment do not affect the linearity of production is admitting that internal factors (machinery, material, and employees) are the only factors in planning. As Weihrich and Koontz (1993) 
The Program Planning Wheel
Program Planning Wheel is an evolution of the original SAM model. The "Wheel" (See Figure 3) continues the original SAM concept as an integrated, nonlinear approach to program planning. In addition, the Wheel's design gives program planners a hands-on working tool to create and evaluate the components of a successful program. The Wheel also provides a means of explaining the program planning process through a model that closely simulates the actual practice of program planning and, to an extent, economic development.
As a working tool and means of explaining program planning, the Wheel addresses the problems of program planning Sork and Caffarella (1989) identified:
"Although the practice of planning rarely follows a linear pattern in which decisions related to one step are made before decisions about the next are considered, the process can best be understood in a stepwise fashion whereby the logic of one step preceding or following another step is explained. However, loops operate in practice to make it possible to skip steps temporarily, to work on several tasks simultaneously, and to make decisions that appear to defy logical sequence" (p. 234).
The Planning Wheel provides a model that illustrates these "loops" and can therefore accurately explain the program planning process in something other than a "stepwise fashion."
Sork and Caffarella also indicated, "Although we possess no data to confirm it, we have the impression that the gap that has always existed to some degree between theory and practice has widened since the publication of the last Handbook of Adult Education in 1980.
Several possible explanations may account for this widening gap:
* practitioners take shortcuts in planning in order to get the job done * contextual factors largely determine how planning is done, * planning theory is increasingly irrelevant to practice" (1989, p. 243).
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The Planning Wheel may be one way to close this "gap." It stimulates a creative approach to program planning by enabling the planners to start and stop at any point along the Wheel, thus facilitating successful shortcuts. Planners intuitively approach the planning process based on contextual demands rather than using a linear mandate. These demands might resemble the following two scenarios: 1) a supervisor wants a budget analysis first, or 2) a federal proposal is written for funding and the program will be developed only if funded. Planning in these situations requires an inductive nonlinear model rather than a deductive linear designed model. Externally, the influencers can be interrelated as well. However, the competition for funding might be the single most continuous force facing any organization. Politically, programs can gain or lose federal and state funding depending on which political party is in office, or simply if the budget is not cut on programs. Further, organizations can derive an edge when they develop or utilize technology to its fullest. Using computer on-line services, the Internet, and interactive television to develop and deliver programs are some other options to consider.
All of the aforementioned variables impact and influence an organization's climate, as well as the society's culture. As the culture changes, individual attitudes and beliefs change. Perhaps the organizational climate will become different or change over time. When lifelong learning, a social value shared by many, becomes an organizational value, the public's purchasing power may drive the program planning process with their demands.
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The Educational Process Determinatives section, not included in the original SAM Model, has been added to the Wheel to identify and determine individual characteristics that the program will serve. This is an important evolution for the model since these characteristics enhance the meaning and identify the purpose of and focus for the program. This section has an important connection in helping the planners to identify conceptually some of the influencers, externally and internally, and to determine how they will be addressed. Other sections of the model will reinforce this process too. This section also enables the evaluation process to measure and follow up on individual outcomes instead of simply reviewing a program as a whole. The Educational Process
Determinatives section is subdivided into the following components:
* Understanding, knowledge acquisition, or comprehension The forces or influencers, are addressed through the overall promotional activities and monitoring process during which planners address the special needs of clients, make adjustments in the program and practice accountability measures -all which help programs to be successful.
Applications and Implications
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